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LETTER 196:  CAMINO COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
Response to Comment 196-1 (GP/EIR):  This comment is an accurate reflection of 
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1(a), with the exception that it does not apply to existing 
operations or uses.  Therefore, this policy would not force the closure of the lumber mill in 
Camino.  The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment regarding noise 
standards and their effect on different industries are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-2 (EIR):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the cumulative impact on agriculture are noted for the record and will 
be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-3 (GP):  Policy 8.1.3.3 of the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives and Policy AF-1e of the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives address the Right to Farm Ordinance.  While 
there are many parcels of land zoned residential with agricultural operations, especially in 
the Camino area, there are other areas of the County where such agricultural use is 
secondary, and could be considered an intrusion on the residential character of the area. 
The concerns and opinions expressed in the comment regarding application of Right to 
Farm provisions to residentially-zoned parcels are noted for the record and will be 
considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations 
on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-4 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding application of ranch marketing provisions to smaller parcels within the 
Agricultural Districts are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-5 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 196-3. 
 
Response to Comment 196-6 (GP):  The 200-foot setback provisions of Policy 8.1.3.2 of 
the No Project Alternative have been codified in the El Dorado County Code as Section 
17.06.150, “Special setbacks for agricultural protection.”  The ordinance amendment was 
adopted in 1997 and has subsequently been enforced. 
 
Response to Comment 196-7 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 196-3. 
 
Response to Comment 196-8 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the agricultural protections of the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
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Response to Comment 196-9 (GP):  Implementation Measure AF-E of the 
Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternatives is 
designed to provide a mechanism for the Agricultural Commission to review and comment 
on discretionary project approvals that may have an effect on agricultural land and 
operations.  The commenter suggests that this review be extended to nondiscretionary 
uses in agricultural districts. This approach is proposed by Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(a). 
The commenter’s view is noted and will be considered by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors.   
 
Response to Comment 196-10 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding agricultural spraying are noted for the record and will be considered 
by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the 
General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-11 (GP/EIR):  This comment accurately reflects the intent of 
Mitigation Measure 5.2-1(f). 
 
Response to Comment 196-12 (GP):  The specific provisions of the Ranch Marketing 
Ordinance are not before the Board of Supervisors as a part of this General Plan update. 
 
Response to Comment 196-13 (GP):  Please refer to Response to Comment 196-12. 
 
Response to Comment 196-14 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding wineries on SA-10 zoned parcels and permitting other low-impact 
family activities are noted for the record and will be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on the General Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 196-15 (EIR):  Regarding requirements for new storage, 
Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(b) will result in new development within the County proceeding 
only upon verification that adequate water supplies are available.  While storage is not 
specified over other means of ensuring available water supplies, the mitigation measure 
will effectively reduce the probability of water shortages. Regarding water conservation 
measures, the major water purveyors currently have drought planning and water 
conservation measures.  In addition, Mitigation Measure 5.5-1(c) specifically requires the 
County to develop and implement a new water use efficiency program for existing and 
new residential, commercial/industrial, and agricultural uses designed to more 
aggressively promote conservation and efficient use of the available water supplies and 
use of recycled water.   Taken together, these policies will allow the County to implement 
the specific suggestions of the commenter as circumstances warrant. 
 
Response to Comment 196-16 (EIR):  The commenter’s support for increasing water 
supply storage in Jenkinson Lake is noted.  This is a project under the jurisdiction of EID.  
Please refer to Response to Comment 162-36. 



 
___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
January 2004  Section 4.2 Responses to Letters 

 
4.2-365

 
Response to Comment 196-17 (EIR):  As described on page 5.5-115 of the EIR, water 
quality impacts from agricultural runoff would be less than significant.  The commenter 
acknowledges that there are no known nitrogen water pollution problems in the County.  
Thus, a policy encouraging the use of organic alternatives to pesticides would not be 
needed to reduce any significant impacts.  In addition, the County believes that there are 
existing State regulatory enforcement agencies and programs such as the RWQCB, 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), Department of Health Services (DHS), 
and Department of Fish and Game (DFG) better suited to identify and control potential 
regional water pollution.  As described on page 5.5-102, the SWRCB recently adopted a 
new conditional waiver program for agricultural irrigation and stormwater runoff that 
requires widescale water quality monitoring activities.  Other regulatory programs include 
State regulatory authority over pesticide use and application through the licensing of 
certified pesticide applicators for registered pesticides (CalEPA Department of Pesticide 
Regulation).  These regulatory agencies have the authority to direct changes in available 
products that are found to be a problem.   
 
Response to Comment 196-18 (GP):  The concerns and opinions expressed in the 
comment regarding the need for signage in agricultural areas are noted for the record and 
will be considered by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors in their 
deliberations on the General Plan. 
 




